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through which they are rendering united service. 


It was during the week of the invasion of South Korea 
that a group of Western intellectuals met in Berlin to 
form the Congress for Cultural Freedom. Among the 
United States delegates, who are now organizing an 
American branch, were Irving Brown, James Burnham, 
James T. Farrell, Carl J. Friedrich, S. M. Levitas, Robert 
Montgomery, Arthur Schlesinger, ‘Tr, George S. Schuy- 
ler, and Grace Zaring Stone. They issued a manifesto 
against totalitarianism, addressed to “all men who are 
determined to defend existing freedoms, to win back 
those which have been lost, and to establish new areas of 
freedom.” The present statement was formulated by way 
of answer to a “flood of letters” asking for clarification of 
the Congress’ position. Taken as a whole it presents a 
rationale for collaboration among groups having different 
political outlooks against the communist threat to freedom. 

The text follows :-— 

First and foremost, we want our civilization to survive. 
Two conditions are essential for its survival: freedom 
and peace. 

We have put freedom first because peace is a function 
of freedom. A nation enslaved can at any time be whipped 
by its leaders into war hysteria and aggression. By isolat- 
ing countries behind an Iron Curtain or a Chinese Wall, 
totalitarian governments can preach pacifism to foreign 
peoples, and world conquest to their own. 

Nations wax the more aggressive and bellicose, the 
more they are deprived of freedom. The threat to peace 
came successively from countries in various degrees of 
enslavement: militarist Prussia, Fascist Italy, Nazi Ger- 
many, Japan, Soviet Russia. Each of these countries 
made, during the present century, successive bids for 
world conquest in the name of some ideology or secular 
religion. Each promised some form of Thousand-Year 
Reich or social paradise as a distant aim. Each time, the 
professed aim served as a cloak for wars of conquest. 
Each time, millions of well-meaning people were led to 
their destruction in the name of a phantom. 

Communism in its present form has become a phantom 
ideology. It has as little to do with Socialism as the medie- 
val Inquisition and the reign of the Borgias with the 
teachings of Christ. Our civilization can be saved if only 
the hypnotic power of this phantom is broken. This is 
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“We Put Freedom First” 


The Executive Committee of the Congress for Cultural Freedom, organized in Berlin last summer 
by a group of scholars and creative artists representing France, Italy, Great Britain, Western Ger- 
many, and North and South America, has issued a statement bearing the above title. The full text is 
reproduced here for the information of our readers about this international anti-totalitarian drive. 


not a task which any political party or group can achieve 
alone. It is an operation Mental Hygiene which can be 
accomplished only by a joint effort of the educated classes 
—of the men in public life, in the arts and letters, in the 
universities and elementary schools, in the laboratories and 
editorial offices, in the trade unions and professional or- 
ganizations—who determine the intellectual climate of the 
nation, 

The task which the Congress for Cultural Freedom 
and the Friends of Liberty have set for themselves is to 
change the present confused and poisoned intellectual 
climate. If we fail, we shall become guilty of a new 
trahison des clercs [treason of the intellectuals], and the 
responsibility before history will be ours. 

Since the Berlin Congress launched its Manifesto, its 
Secretariat has received a flood of letters asking us to 
clarify our attitude to a number of questions. The follow- 
ing are our answers to some of the questions which seem 
to us most typical. 


QUESTION: How can we pretend to defend freedom 
while the Western, world is rife with social injustice, poli- 
tical corruption, racial discrimination? 


ANSWER: We do not pretend that our democracies 
are anywhere approaching an ideal state. We are defend- 
ing our relative freedoms against the total unfreedom of 
dictatorial regimes. 

This is not an abstract distinction. Its validity is dem- 
onstrated by the mass exodus of persecuted people from 
the satellite countries to the West. Europe has become a 
one-way street which points like an arrow from total 
slavery to relative freedom. The wretched masses who 
have left their homes, their goods and chattel, with no 
better immediate prospects than physical safety in a DP 
camp, have a bitter knowledge of the reality of our 
time—a knowledge which a considerable proportion of 
our intelligentsia lacks. Those writers who prove in clever 
articles that there is nothing to choose between the two 
“blocs” are herewith invited to spend a few days at the 

“school of reality” of these displaced persons camps. To 


organize such tours will be one of the first practical op- 
erations of the Friends of Liberty. 


QUESTION: I agree with your aims. But doesn’t your 
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militant, anti-totalitarian attitude contribute to making 
the cold war more acute, and drive us nearer to the hot 
war? 


ANSWER: We are convinced that a militant anti- 
totalitarian attitude is our last and only chance of prevent- 
ing war. 

Every political and ideological Munich brings war one 
step nearer. 

Every proof that the free world is strong and united 
makes the danger of war recede one step further. 

Every bona fide Communist voter brought back into 
the democratic camp means the loss of one potential Fifth 
Columnist to the aggressor. 

I’very feillow-traveler cured of his morbid obsession 
means one potential collaborator less. 

The above goes for the rank and file. Tolerance of men- 
tal aberrations cannot be extended to members of the pro- 
fessional intelligentsia. [arm-hands and factory workers 
labor under the handicap of a fragmentary education, and 
often it is physically impossible for them to get at the 
facts. The professional intelligentsia has no such excuses. 
Refusal to acknowledge facts, conscious or unconscious 
distortion of facts, frivolity and foolishness on the part 
of those who influence public opinion, are crimes against 
the spirit even if rarely definable by law. 

Before the last war, intellectuals who supported Hitler's 
policy of concentration camps, or refused to admit that 
German concentration camps existed, were ostracized by 
progressive intellectuals. The writers and scientists who 
today support Russian concentration camps and mass 
deportations, or refuse to admit the facts concerning them, 
are still regarded as “progressive,” “idealistic,” and so 
on. We are opposed to the persecution of the ignorant 
and the innocent. We are opposed to the toleration of the 
totalitarian creed in the professional intelligentsia. We 
refuse to grant intellectual respectability to the active or 
passive accomplices of tyranny, terror and defamation. 


QUESTION: Is it possible for a socialist or a member 
of the moderate Left to cooperate with right-wing political 
parties against the extreme Left? 


ANSWER: The question contains a semantic fallacy. 
The parties directed by the Cominform do not represent 
the “Left” any more than the “People’s Democracies” are 
governed by the people. The worship of a Fuehrer, the 
branding of all opposition as a crime, the abolition of 
habeas corpus, of freedom of assembly and speech, the 
rule of police and censorship, are all characteristics not 
of the extreme Left but of the extreme Right. 

The fact that misguided portions of the working class, 
for instance in France and Italy, support the Communist 
party, does not make it a left-wing party. Millions of 
Italian and German workers enlisted in the Fascist and 
Nazi patties in an equally mistaken belief, but that did 
not make Fascism a left-wing movement. 

The terms “moderate” and “extreme” Left are one of 
the main causes of the present intellectual confusion. 
There is no continuity or kinship between the parties of 
social progress and the worshippers of tyranny and terror. 


QUESTION: Granted the previous point, I aim still 
not sure whether a real collaboration between Socialists 
and right-wing partics is possible or even desirable. 


ANSWER: We believe such a collaboration to be both 
possible and desirable—with certain reservations. 


That it is possible was proved by our Berlin Congress, 


where English Laborites and Conservatives, French So. 
cialists and Gaullists, spoke from the same platform, col- 
laborated in committees and achieved after long and hard 
discussion complete unanimity on the text of our Mani. 
festo, on our future program, and on the composition of 
our International Committee and working Secretariat. 

This collaboration is desirable if its objectives are limit- 
ed to the task of uniting each free nation against threats 
to its freedom from within and without and thus acting 
as a deterrent against aggression. It is widesirable if the 
slogan of unity serves as a cloak for attempts to suppress 
the democratic rivalry between political parties and groups, 

In other words, an essential distinction must be made 
between short-term and long-term aims. By long-term 
aims, we mean the age-old struggle for reform, for social 
justice, for a more equitable form of government. By 
short-term aims, we mean the necessity of fighting an im- 
mediate emergency. 

A nation is doomed to perish if a considerable part of its 
population refuses to fight against an immediate threat un- 
less and until an ideal state of social justice is reached, 

A nation is doomed to lose its freedom if its population 
becomes so frightened by the short-term struggle that all 
the aims of the long-term struggle are sacrificed. 

France collapsed under Hitlerite aggression because it 
failed to make this clear distinction between long-term and 
short-term aims, because sociai and party divisions took 
priority over the tasks imposed by the immediate emer- 
gency. 

Europe will share the fate of France in 1939 if it is 
unable to learn the lessons of the past. 


QUESTION: What about Spain? 


ANSIVER: We consider Franco’s totalitarian regime 
to be as abhorrent as any other tyranny—and have said 
so in a special Resolution on Spain adopted by the Ber- 
lin Congress. But it is unlikely that fifteen million Span- 
iards will start a war of aggression against the world, 
and only too likely that the Soviet regime and its satel- 
lites will continue the war of aggression they started in 
Korea. Therefore, our emphasis is on the immediate and 
principal danger from the East, and we refuse to fall 
into the trap of Cominform propagandists who want to 
divert our attention and energies from the real threat 
into a crusade against Francisco Franco. 


QUESTION: Your Manifesto protests against totali- 
tarian slavery, but is silent on matters like racial discriin- 
ination against the Negroes in the United States. Why? 


ANSWER: The answer is much the same as on the 
Spanish question. Communist propaganda deliberately 
plays up the Negro question to divert attention from the 
totalitarian threat and to spread confusion in the pro- 
gressive camp. 

The Cominform propagandists and their intellectual 
dupes pretend that Negroes are tarred and feathered on 
every street corner in America. Accordingly, every small 
racial disturbance in America is played up in big head- 
lines by the progressive press; whereas the deportation of 
the population of entire Soviet republics—e.g., the Volga- 
Germans, the Crimean and Chechen Republics—even if 
officially admitted, are passed over in silence. 

During the round hundred years since the abolition of 
slavery, the condition of Negroes in the United States has 
steadily, though admittedly much too slowly, improved. 
This improvement might be compared to a continuously 
ascending curve; whereas the curve of progress in Soviet 
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Russia and its satellite countries shows a sudden break and 
seep fall into the abyss. To accelerate this improvement, 
and to obtain complete economic and social equality for 
Negroes, is part of the struggle for long-term aims which 
must continue. But it is madness to refuse to fight the 
danger of the total enslavement of Europe because in the 
Southern states of America Negroes still have to travel in 
separate railway compartments. Precisely this madness ts 
echoed every day by highbrow French intellectuals and 
their cliques. 

If we translated their argument back into the language 
of the Popular Front of 1936, it would run something 
like this: “We have no right to fight Hitler's plan of send- 
ing six million Jews to the gas chambers as long as a single 
lew is excluded from a fashionable hotel in America. Only 
when the last Jew and Negro has reached a state of abso- 
lute equality, and only when all factories in France have 
been socialized, and all colonial peoples liberated—only 
then shall we have the right to make a Popular Front and 
to defend what remains of Europe against the Reichswehr 
and the Gestapo. And if Europe meanwhile goes to the 
dogs, and a few million Frenchmen are deported to forced 
labor and concentration camps, that is just too bad; what 
matters is that our revolutionary conscience should be kept 
clean.” 


QUESTION: What is your attitude to the atom bomb 
and the Stockholm appeal? 


ANSWER: We believe that the appeal of the Stock- 
holm Peace Moventent is a direct preparation for war. 

The appeal has two points. The first asks for the pro- 
hibition of atomic weapons ; the second that “the first gov- 
ernment that uses atomic weapons should be branded as a 
war criminal.” 

Hundreds of thousands of well-meaning people signed 
this appeal without seeing the obvious dupery. According 
to the text of the appeal, if a country (for example, Rus- 
sia) invades another country (for example, the United 
States) which is inferior in infantry and tanks, and the 
latter uses the atom bomb against the aggressor to stop 
him from further aggression, this latter country would be 
branded as a war criminal. 

According to the text of the appeal, atom bombs should 
be prohibited, but non-atomic bombs, tanks, submarines 
and ground troups should fall under no such restrictions. 
Now the atomic bomb is only one among other weapons ; 
and whether he dies from Uranium 235 or from TNT, 
makes no difference to the victim. It does however make 
a great difference to the Stockholm pacifists. Russia, 
whose armament budget and mobilization orders are not 
subject to the control of the people, has a great superiority 
in the number of its divisions and armaments over the 
West. The West is only superior in one branch of arma- 
ment: atomic weapons. By prohibiting these, while impos- 
ing no restrictions on other weapons, the “partisans of 
peace” wish to reduce America to military impotence—as 
a prelude to reducing Europe to complete slavery. 

The atom bomb is a horrible weapon. So are flame 
throwers, incendiary bombs and mustard gas. The aim of 
Communist propaganda is to hypnotize the public into 
focussing all its passion and emotion on one type of 
weapon, and making it forget that others exist. The Stock- 
holm brand of “pacifism” has no objection to dog fighting 
cat, provided that biting is permitted, clawing forbidden. 

Our answer to the Stockholm appeal is short and simple. 
Firstly, disarmament must extend to all weapons. Second- 
ly, any government which commits an act of aggression 
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by using atomic or any other weapons, is to be regarded as 
a war criminal. 

QUESTION: Communism may be a phantom creed— 
it nevertheless has a strong emotional dynamism, the power 
of a secular religion. What creed or “mystique” can you 
offer which would counteract this force with equal power? 

ANSWER: None. Don’t let us have any illusions on 
this point. We must face our predicament with realism 
and honesty. 


Fanatical mass movenients are always at a temporary 
advantage against the defenders of civilization. The in- 
vading hordes, whether Tartar, Moslem, Fascist, Nazi or 
Communist, have the advantage of a simple monolithic 
creed over a complex and divided culture. Neither Capi- 
talist America, nor Socialist Britain, nor Christian-Demo- 
crat Italy has been capable of producing a faith with the 
same dynamism as the Communist phantom-creed. Ours 
is a defensive battle, as most battles which saved the con- 
tinuity of civilisation have been. The difficulty which re- 
sults from this position is that the freedom which we are 
defending is taken for granted and not much appreciated 
by the masses—until they are deprived of it. Habeas cor- 
pus, civil rights, freedom of expression—nay, such ele- 
mentary privileges as to change one’s job if one so de- 
sires, to read the newspapers which express opposite opin- 
ions, and to travel freely in one’s own country-—-all these 
do not add up to a militant creed. To quote Mattectti, 
freedom is like the air you breathe; you only become con- 
science of it when the rope is round your neck. 

We have no panacea to offer to the manifold prob!ems 
which beset the civilization we are defending. We do 
not wish to embark on a crusade. We have learned the 
tragic lesson of our times; we are conscious of the fact 
that most crusaders in history have ended in disaster and 
brought only misery and disillusionment in their wake. 

Democracy, by its very nature, can create no conspira- 
torial instrument comparable to the Cominform, nor pro- 
duce a counter-phantom to the Communist creed. The 
weapons in our fight can only be truth, sincerity, cour- 
age ; an acute sense of reality, and our appreciation of the 
basic values of our complex civilization. 

To the totalitarian threat and its fanatical creed we op- 
pose an absolute and unconditional “NO.” But our “YES” 
to the civilization which we are defending leaves full scope 
for nuances, divergent opinions, social theories and experi- 
ment. 

We repeat: our aim is survival; and the conditions of 
survival are freedom and peace. Both are threatened 
from without and from within. Defense against foreign 
and internal aggression is impossible in a poisoned moral 
atmosphere. To fight this poison is the task of the profes- 
sional intelligentsia and its responsibility. Only a profound 
and rapid change of the intellectual climate can deter ag- 
gression, and make effective defense possible if aggres- 
sion occurs. Without the return of moral and intellectual 
sanity, no economic or military aid can save us. To bring 
about this return to sanity is the aim of the Congress for 
Cultural Freedom. 

We count on your support. 


The Urge to “Get Out the Vote” 


David Lawrence in an editorial in U. S. News & World 

1The New Leader (7 East 15th St., New York 3, N. Y.), from 
whose issue of November 13 the text of this statement is taken, is 
prepared to supply copies of it at 5 cents a copy in bundles of ten 
or more. 
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Report for November 10 raises a serious question about 
the vigorous efforts made during political campaigns to 
induce people to go to the polls. He entitled the editorial 
“The ‘Get Out The Vote’ Fallacy.” We reproduce a part 
of it by permission: 

‘We are indebted to the U. S. Census Bureau for the 
information that ever since the presidential election of 
1916—the last time that males only voted—the percentage 
of the total citizenship over 21 years of age who vote has 
steadily declined. Whereas 70.8 per cent voted in 1916, 
the ratio has dropped to 51.5 per cent in 1948. This is 
being construed to mean that, with the advent of woman 
suffrage, a larger proportion of women than men eligible 
to vote do not vote.” 


After mentioning a number of reasons why people do 
not vote—lack of transportation, bad weather, lack of in- 
formation about candidates and issues, crowded polling 
places—Mr. Lawrence continues: “Let’s be frank about 
the stay-at-home vote. Is it a dereliction of duty for a 
citizen to refuse to vote for either of two candidates when 
he dislikes them both? Is it wrong for the citizen to feel 
that his vote is not necessary if either candidate appears 
to him satisfactory, as happens when two good men are 
up for election? Plainly, absence from the polls doesn’t 
always denote neglect. It may be studied indifference. 

“But the main defect in our democracy is the coercion 
—inild or severe—that surrounds the voter today. Groups 
of citizens are organized to furnish transportation. This 
often carries with it an obligation to mark the ballot or 
pull the lever of the voting machine in accordance with the 
wishes of the host driver.” 

Compulsory voting, which is being currently suggested 
as a remedy for the non-voting evil, Mr. Lawrence is con- 
vinced is “no more an answer than one-party voting en- 
forced in totalitarian countries. Wherever the vote is cast 
without a free will, the taint of coercion is present.” He 
points out that “scientific surveys taken after the election 
as well as before among the same groups of people tend 
to show that, even if more people voted, the result would 
not be materially different. When 50,000,000 vote as they 
did in 1948, it is probable—according to the statistical 
analyses—that if another 10,000,000 voted, their votes 
would divide about the same way.” He concludes: 

“Representative government does not require maximum 
numbers at the polls in order to operate intelligently. 
What is more important is that an informed electorate 
should do the voting. There is no comfort in the fact that 
the larger sums spent and the larger number of precinct 
workers employed can influence the outcome of many im- 
portant election contests. Instead of ‘get out the vote’ 
drives, a more sensible approach might be to urge the 
voter to stay at home if he hasn’t taken enough interest to 
learn what the issues are about. Let the informed do the 
voting—and let the others become informed before they 
go to the polling booth again. It might prove an effective 
challenge.” 

The editor of this Service contributed an editorial to 
Christianity and Crisis for October 30 on the same sub- 
ject. He raised the question: “Apart from the duty to 
vote intelligently and conscientiously, is there any moral 
obligation to cast a ballot?” Continuing he wrote: “We 
speak as if non-voting were in itself delinquent behavior. 
It is even being suggested that voting should be compul- 
sory. But is this a sound judgment? When a member 
of a deliberative assembly abstains from voting on a pend- 
ing issue because he is unable to form a judgment in which 


he himself has confidence, we don’t call him a slacker. 
Might we not reverse the proposition and say that one 
who has no conviction on a question has a duty not to 
vote?” 

It can be argued, the editorial maintains, “that where 
intricate issues of domestic economics or international 
diplomacy are at stake in a political campaign the country 
is better served by people who make the exercise of the 
franchise wait upon understanding of the issues. In other 
words, the effort that goes into merely getting out the vote 
might be better be expended in getting more intelligence 
and conscience into the vote.” 

Manifestly this is a controversial issue. We shall wel- 
come opinions on the subject from our readers. 


A Primer for Social Action 


The Social Action Guidebook, by Ray Gibbons,? direc- 
tor of the Congregational Christian Council for Social 
Action, is a brief manual intended as a “primer” in social 
action for groups in local churches. There is a brief dis- 
cussion of what Christian social action is, an “opinion 
poll” on “the state of the world,” and brief chapters with 
questions for discussion, brief statements of the problems 
presented, and suggestions for other source materials on 
such questions as “Are Christians Above the Battle?” “The 
Role of the Church in Social Change,” and “Is Social 
Action Christian?” Then follow types of social action that 
might be undertaken, with suggestions for “Tackling an 
Issue.” 

The pamphlet includes a section on “Social Action in 
the i:vangelical and Reformed Church.” The Commission 
was organized on a volunteer basis in 1935, but now has 
an executive secretary and an associate secretary. The 
Commission has “broad scope for action in all areas of 
Christian social concern.” It works through publications, 
conferences and consultations (denominational and inter- 
denominational), and through official statements and 
recommendations. Each synod has a committee on social 
action. Many of the larger churches have standing com- 
mittees, in addition to more informal groups in many 
smaller churches. 


Labor Discovered in Politics 


A 40-page booklet on “Labor in Politics” has been pre- 
pared by the Employer-Employe Relations Division of 
the Chamber of Commerce of the United States.? “It is a 
purpose of this document,” say the authors, “to show 
from history that labor in America has in fact repeatedly 
engaged in political activity, with results that have varied; 
that its political activity today is a renewal of this past 
activity, but on a much larger scale and with more sub- 
stantial support and more thorough planning than ever 
before ; that the movement presents serious questions re- 
garding what effect it will ultimately have on our entire 
political and economic system.” The treatment seems care- 
fully factual, in the main, and provides in one package 
much useful information. Some readers, to be sure, may 
regard quizzically the suggestion that “in the face of these 
events businessmen and their friends . . . are compelled 
to decide whether they should remain quiescent or devise 
their own program of affirmative action.” 


1 Cleveland 13, O., Evangelical and Reformed Church Commis- 
sion on Social Action (2969 25th St.), 1950. 15¢. 


2 Labor in Politics. Washington, D. C., Chamber of Commerce 
of the United States, 1950. 50 cents. 
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